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bestowed upon landscape painting since the time of Raffaelle, to
find any subsequent picture which comprises, in so small a space,
all the varied beauties of this sunny Italian landscape, with its
soft-blue sky and rich mass of foliage. No. 180, * Christ in the
Garden of Gethsemane,” represents the Saviour praying amidst
his sleeping disciples. It was originally one of the subsidiary
parts of the predeélla, of the large picture of the ¢ Virgin and
Child,” and is full of Raffaelle’s intense devotional spirit.

The admirers of the Spanish school will find two very choice
examples of Velasquez in Nos. 116 and 121. The former is a
spirited delineation of a white horse and rider, in the painter’s
most characteristic manner, all the details being rendered with a
combination of freedom and fidelity which is one of the mest
marked traits of this school. The latter, No. 121, is a life-like
portrait, and possesses all the force of a Rembrandt, without any
of that artist’s conventional artifices. Two upright pictures of
St. Thomas and St. Cyril, by Francesco Zurbaran, are well worthy
of attention, the latter especially so, for the luminous character
of the white robes, and sincere, conscientious painting throughout.
The style of this master is a little austere, and shows the ecclesias-
tical bent of his genius. The three examples here shown were
probably all painted at the time that he was employed to execute
altar-pieces for the cathedrals of Seville and Madrid.

In this room there should also be noticed No. 131, ¢ Venus
disarming Cupid,” by Correggio; No. 133, ¢“Portrait of a Venetian
Gentleman,” by Tintoret ; No. 150, ¢ Portrait of a Cardinal,” by
an unknown painter, probably of the Venetian school, and dis-
tinguishable for its resolute adherence to truth, and strength of
colour; No. 149, ¢ View of a Dutch Town and Canal,” by
Hobbema, a fine example of this painter, and of rather more
glowing tint than usual with him; No. 167, a small picture by
Claude, of nearly identical subject and treatment with the
one in the National Gallery; and lastly, No. 168, ¢ Sketches
of Animals,” by Paul Potter, a delightful little study. Of the
six pictures by Rubens hcre, the best are undoubtedly Nos.
152 and 156, portraits of the painter and his wife, the others
possessing but little interest, with the exception of the large
picture of the Palace of the Escurial, No. 226, nearly the whole
of which is by ‘““one Verhulst, a painter of Antwerp,” and only
touched up by Rubens, the amount of alteration it received from
his hand being extremely doubtful. No. 77, ¢ Cupids Harvest-
ing,” is described in the catalogue as having the figures of the
Cupids by Rubens, bat they are more probably from the hand of
one of his pupils ; they lack his freedom of touch, and the actual
painting is poor and thin.

Of the remaining pictures, we have but space to notice the
Dutch interior by Nicolas Maas, No. 240; and the ¢ Roadside
Smithy,” by Isaac Van Ostade, No.79. In the former, the lumin-
ous effect of sun and shadow is very finely rendered, and the
perspective of the further chamber and passage plainly indicated
with subtle gradations of light and shade. The latter is a small
painting on panel of a simple country scene, treated in the most
masterly manner. This picture, only a few inches square, com-
prises as much incident, and is painted with as great breadth and
freedom, as many of ten times its size, and is in its way a perfect
gem.

We must here take leave of the Old Masters, only advising
such of our readers as may not have already been not to let slip
the opportunity of seeing an exhibition which, though it be not
perhaps the best of its kind, yet surpasses any other of the year in
its intrinsic worth.

BOOKS.

L,
THE GNOSTICS OF THE TWO FIRST CENTURIES.*
Tris book is worth notice on more than one account. It is the
posthumous utterance of a man of undoubted eminence, and it is
a good guide-book to the best sources of information concerning
an important and little understood phase of religious thought.
This second claim, though not so insignificant as it sounds, seems
hardly worthy of association with the first. Lord Carnarvon has
prefixed to the volume an interesting notice of its author, bringing
home to our mind the grateful recollection kept by his pupils at
Oxford of the witty and genial host, as well as of the able and
accurate teacher, and it is possible that some of the qualities
fitting his mind to communicate its large stores to others standing
to him ina position of avowed inferiority, were the reverse of helpful

* The Gnostic Heresies of the First and Second Centuries. the late He:
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in the attempt to study thoughts very different from his own. We:
must regard other disqualifications as more positive. The history of
a heresy will never be the satisfactory explanation of any religious:
belief. Theattitude of the polemic is as unfayourable for any historic-
apprehension of thought as the position of an invader for any
intimate knowledge of a conquered country. However, though
Dean Mansel’s readers are not allowed entirely to forget that they
are following the history of the conquest of the Church, the work
is, to say the truth, less polemic than we expected. We must:
add that it is also less vigorous. Those who wish for a character-
istic utterance from the same mind must turn to his well-known
Bampton lectures, a work of which, since it owes half its fame to-
the protests elicited by it, we may perhaps say that it contained
some warnings which its antagonists seem to us not entirely to-
have appreciated. A critic of the present volume can hardly
make less reference to the controversy roused by its more famous
predecessor, but need not make more. We turn to the branch
of theosophy, for the study of which Dean Mansel’s volume will,
at least for the English reader, henceforth form an indispensable
prelude.

1t is a very difficult subject for a sketch. Gnosticism, or the
religion of knowledge, embodies a wide and varied set of specu-
lations, which shade off the difference between Christianity and
heathenism, and are known to us only from the scattered fragments
preserved by orthodox refutation. Such a subject, presented
through such a medium, admits of nothing more here than the
choice of one or two of its most salient characteristics, and
we are well aware that our sketch may appear to many to have
omitted the most important features of its original. We shall at
least try to show that it does not belong to a region which has
lost all interest for the thinker of to-day. -

Every reader will remember a passage in Mr. Mill's Auto-
biography in which he gives an account of his father’s religious
belief, or rather, disbelief. The atheism of the elder Mill was the
result of his incapacity to believe that a world so full of evil was
the work of a perfect being. The hypothesis that it was the work
of an imperfect being did not, as a mere hypothesis, appear to-
him so incredible. ¢ The Manichzan theory of a good and evil
influence struggling with each -other for the government of the
universe,” we are told, ¢ he would not equally have condemned,
and I have heard him express surprise that no one revived it in
our time.” We think the Gnostics have an even greater claim to
the credit here given to the Manicheans, but indeed there seems
to us so little difference between the two that we are tempted to calk
the fact of their having different names a misfortune. At all events,
that passage gives the key-note of Gnosticism. It consists of the
strange thoughts, half-mythology, half-allegory, worked out by men
who, like James Mill, found it impossible to believe that a world
so full of evil was the work of an Author combining infinite power
with perfect goodness, and yet shared the main aspirations and
beliefs of Christianity. They believed in God, but they did not-
believe that God made the world. The word ¢ Creator,” to the
ears of our time associated with the deepest reverence, or else dis-
missed as applicable to an imaginary being, took a character for
them that it is difficult for us to realise. It denoted a being
whose existence was as unquestioned by them as by the most
earnest Christian, while his character was as little reverenced by
them as it is by the most entire unbeliever. Their supernaturak
world afforded scope for piety as earnest as that of Fénélon, for
criticism as fearless as that of James Mill. ;

This combination of the intellectual ground-work of modern
Atheism with a deep and often fervent religion is to the mind
of our contemporaries a very puzzling'one. But however we may
explain the difference, there has been in the modern world a
complete inversion of the gradation of certainty. The things we
feel sure of are the laws of the material world. The things they
felt sure of were the laws of the invisible world. To an earlier
generation, physical science, so far as they had any conception
answering to those words, was exactly what religion is to many
among us,—the region of unprofitable guess-work. Theology
embodied the facts they were most sure of. Will formed their
natural frame-work of contemplation, just as Cause does ours.

When, therefore, the question, ¢ Whence arose Evil under the-
rule of Omnipotent Holiness?” first presented itself, it did not-
occur to those whom it perplexed to solve it by separating origin:
from Will. Evil was only brought into prominence for them by
the sudden outshining of an ideal of Righteousness, the shadow
and the light became distinct together. They could not, there-
fore, escape from the pressure of this perplexity into that mere
naturalism which is practically its solution in both the ancient and
in the modern world. The difficulties which have ceased to be
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difficulties by our not attempting to reconcile them with the belief
in perfect goodness or omnipotence were by them solved in a very
< illogical way indeed, but still in a way which did somehow har-
monise the holiness of God and the evil of the world. God was
not directly the author even of the Creator. From the infinite
abyss of Deity arises a long series of emanations (St. Paul's
« endless genealogies ”’),—emanations which expressing originally,
perhaps, some manifestation or attribute of Divinity, pass
insensibly through the medium of allegory into impersonation.
When following these genealogies, we are indeed in that middle
region where the turn of a phrase marks the distinction between
a person and an abstraction, and the narrative appears a fantastic
legend or the poetic clothing of convictions relating to the
spirifnml world, according as we use the Greek names or the
English. Dean Mansel's few helpful suggestions as to the meaning
of these allegories might, we think, have been carried further;
he doubtless feared insisting on what seemed to him obvious,
and of course such impersonations as that of Thought mated with
Truth, and Speech with Life, are simple enough ; yet still we
think they are worth dwelling upon. Here we must only mention
the last of these Emanations, a female being,—the Sophia, for her
son is indeed the Demiurgus to whose blundering workmanship
this world is due.
Himself a merely natural (or psychical) being ; his creature, Man
a spiritual one. ¢ He made heaven, not knowing heaven,” says
the narrative emphatically; “and he made man, not knowing
man.” His creation may be considered a type of all creation of
genius,—the working of constructive power under the guidance of
a higher impulse hidden from the worker. But it was peculiar
in this, that the work was a higher thing than the worker.
The Creator, or, as we would venture to characterise him,
the principle of Nature, is on a lower grade than man. Un-
consciously to himself, his mother’s influence worked on him
in his creation; the psychical man, as St. Paul has it, is his
creature entirely, but that in man which is spiritual belongs to a
higher being, and lies in this natural creation awaiting the full
development which is to fit it for a higher sphere. Thus man is
threefold,—an earthly body from the realm of blind matter; a
psychical or natural soul, the sole produce of the Creator; and a
spiritual principle implanted by Sophia, awaiting the purification
of deliverance from association with these perishable elements.
And carrying out the allegory we have ventured to discern in
this strange myth, we may find a vivid interest in the passage
where this embodied principle of Nature, glorying in his supposed
supremacy, declares, “I am Father and Lord, and there is none
beside me,” and is awe-struck at the voice that reveals to him the
world above,—* Speak not falsely, for over thee is the Father of
all, and not He alone.” The revelation made by the Spirit of
wisdom to the Spirit of nature arouses different feelings in dif-
ferent versions of the myth ; that which seems to us fullest of
meaning represents the Demiurgus as rejoicing at his deliverance
from a weight of solitary grandeur, and recognising in Christ a
being adequate to that burden of responsibility—the government
of the universe—which he gladly resigns to him.
~ Of course, this myth is quite futile as an explanation of the
existence of evil,—all it does is to substitute an imperfect Creator
for an imperfect creation. This was seen by a thinker here and
there at that time as clearly as it is perceived by every thinker
now. But men are slow to perceive an ultimate difficulty, and
state their perplexities in many various forms before they perceive
that they are taking a paraphrase for an answer. Perhaps, indeed,
many minds who would find no other value in their speculations
might regard them with some interest, as the first specimen of that
curious substitution of Nature for God which has proved an
intellectual refuge to such various minds, in the perplexity of con-
fronting facts which it seems impossible to bring into any relation
with the divine will. The wholeline of argument was refuted by
the orthodox Father who answered the Gnostics, ¢ We do not
say that the axe hews wood, or that the saw cuts it.” Itis strange
to extract an argument that would be suitable to the reasoning of
Hume from the pages of Irenzus.

But the speculations thus vitiated as an attempt to explain the
origin of evil must not be regarded from a single point of view.
‘We must especially consider their position in the historic develop-
ment of religion. Gnosticism builds up the bridge between
polytheism and monotheism. It has been called ‘‘la derniére
apparition du monde ancien, venant combattre son s
avant de lui ceder le monde humain,” and we may regard it, in
part, as the survival of tendencies and instincts which had lost
their objects,—of such a yearning after the old religion, for in-
stance, as Goethe has expressed in his ¢ Bride of Corinth.” Christ
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His work, however, is only half his own.

is the central figure, but the elder gods, thinly disguised, are there,
—pallid and dim, and ready to vanish, perhaps all the more wel-
come that they are ready to vanish. Among those who submitted to.
the general tendency that bore men towards the new creed, there:
must have been many who sighed for the rich, prismatic variety of
an Olympus that mirrored the passions, the instincts, the hopes
and fears that quicken our human world, and for these the * end-
less genealogies” from which Paul, even at the very birth of
Christianity, warned his disciples, though they may seem to us frigid
enough allegories, afforded at least some promise of satisfaction.
The Gnostics joined to a devout reverence for Christ and a humble
trustin the ¢ Father, by whose presencealone the soul becomes pure ™
(to quote the words of one of them), a belief in a thickly-peopled
invisible world, continuing beyond the boundary of sense the
gradation which, within that boundary, we everywhere discern
between high and low. A century after the period of their main
activity the Emperor Alexander Severus enshrined in his lararium
the statue of Christ with that of Abraham and of Orpheus. That
combination is a rationalistic translation of the mystic yearnings
that resulted in Gnosticism.

Nor must the strong bias of the mind of that day towards
this multiform representation of Deity, the sense of blank left
by a vanished Olympus, be accepted as the only consideration.
explaining the adoption of this new mythology in order to
answer a question which it could not answer. The intellectual
as well as the religious tendencies of that age readily adjusted
themselves to the belief that Creation was the work of an inferior:
being. We find here, as we often find in any attempt to deal
with an ultimate difficulty, that the answer which alone would be
inadequate seems to gain external support in taking a double
form, and to corroborate itself by mere self-multiplication. The
subordinate position of the Creator afforded only one-half the
explanation of the low condition of the creation. The material
was imperfect as well as the artist, or rather the material was bad,
while the artist was only imperfect. It was that evil thing which
appears as a sort of antithesis to God in early thought,—the form-
less world of matter. This view, generally associated with the
full development of this system, known as Manichw®ism, seems ta
us quite as essential a part of Gnosticism. Indeed it is the kernel
of a much wider range of thought than that suggested by either
of these names, It is worth while, therefore, to make some effort
to understand a faith so unlike our own.

Of course, in so doing, we must take our departure from the
point of view of the ascetic. That was the only point of view
accessible to those days. It seems to us that it was the right
point of view for those days. If the men described by Martial
and Juvenal were to reverence family life, they must keep their
highest reverence for some other than family life. Now, Gnosti-
cism supplied the intellectual complement of asceticism. If the
best life is that which has least connection with the flesh, not
only clothing spirits in bodies was altogether a blunder
(this belief being the very centre of Gnosticism), but the
means for making this blunder could not have been supplied
by any volition of a Divine Being. To the Gnostics, and
perhaps to some other thinkers of that time, even among
the orthodox, matter stood as much out of relation to
Divine will, or rather to will at all, as space does to us. No
one feels that we are denying omnipotence to God in saying
that He could not change any of the laws of space. We cannot
believe in a time when these laws began to be ; they are the ex-
pression of truths which must exist whenever there is any mind to
apprehend them. IExtend that conviction from space to that
which fills space, and you reach the point of view we are attempt-
ing to describe. And if this parallel with Space seems rather to-
hinder than help the explanation we are suggesting, for certainly
no one ever thought of finding an explanation of the origin of
evilin the laws of geometry, we must remind such a reader that
matter was not to the imagination of that time what it is to us,—
the substratum and exhibition of Order. To the educated mind
of our day, the very word suggests its correlate,—force. To the
educated mind of that day, the thing it suggested was its oppo-
site,—spirit. To them it was nothing more than the antithesis of
spirit,—sometimes it seems to have meant simply the antithesis of
life. The only non-spiritual laws known to them, the laws of
geometry, were positively confused and falsified when they were
applied to any material substance. They felt with regard to any
investigation of the material world as a mathematician would feel
who saw a student testing the truth of Euclid’s propositions by
cutting out actual triangles in some rough material, —that such a
method of study was one in which truth, if attained at all, was
attained merely by accident.
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Remembering these three facts—that the men of that age knew
nothing of the laws which make the material world so interesting
and we may almost say so spiritual, to the modern intellect ; that
they did not believe its substratum to have been called into the
existence by the divine will ; and that one particular set of evil
tendencies represented to them the whole of sin—we shall see
+that their view of the essential evil of matter was a theory which
at least connected many deep-rooted convictions and gave some
answers to many perplexities. Here was something not created
by God, was not this the cause of all the facts of life which were
not according to His will? The affirmative seems to us, from this
point of view, not an unnatural one.

From this antithesis of matter and spirit, with the inevitable
mean between, arises a kind of trinity of existence which forms
the frame-work of all Gnostic speculation, and which, we believe,
gives a clue to the real meaning of many passages in the New
Testament, affording much help towards understanding what
St. Paul meant by the natural man. On the one hand, the
Gnostics - contemplated the life that was homogeneous with
God’s life, the life of pure spirit, the domain of unity, sim-
plicity, singleness, a life that has no conmection with
anything material, that is pure life, pure spiritual activity.
On the other hand stands the formless world of matter, or death;
+the region of mere division, separation, disunion, concentrated in
the person of Satan. Between these two lies the psychical region,
—t0 select the word which seems to give most truly the associa-
tions of the many synonyms which might be chosen here. As
Manichzan thought dwelt specially on the antagonism between
the worlds of spirit and of matter, so in Gnostic speculation this
intervening region, the world of Nature, emerges into promi-
nence, and becomes incorporated and personified in the Creator.
There is a tendency in some Gnostic sects to bring the Creator
into & close proximity with Satan, but on the whole, he is more
closely related to the divine world, from which, indeed, he has
arisen by evolution. The Gnostic Satan, indeed, is a dim and
shadowy being, and a Gnostic saying, preserved by Origen, that
¢ the Devil has no will, only desire,” seems to us true rather of
the animal than of the diabolic nature. The definition of the
psychical or natural temperament, on the other hand, as an
“¢ oyer-busy spirit " (@uois worvmpaypws)—one in which the prin-
ciple of activity is out of proportion to the spirit of apprehension
—is full of a subtle and profound truth. The Demiurge is the
personification of this spirit, and his creation the embodiment of
ignorant activity, Thus the Creation is identified with the Fall.
Evil is coeval with the sanction conferred on the blind world of
matter by its union with the moulding, formative spirit of life.
And how much influence this hypothesis has had on later thought
will be discovered, we think, with some surprise by any one who,
endeavouring to trace the ideas of Paradise Lost to any Seriptural
foundation, should discover how much, through that medium, we
read into Genesis, and how large a part of a past mythology is
there incorporated.

While Gnosticism may thus be considered as transmitting one
<lement to the popular theology, its genealogical connection with
much philosophical speculation in our day (a connection pointed
out in the volume before us) is more obvious, it has, at least,
been more noted. ¢ Basilides,” says Baron von Bunsen, speak-
ing of the most interesting of Gnostic thinkers, ¢ was the first, not
only of all Christians, but of all philosophers, to regard the
ereation of this world in the light of a progressive evolution.”
The whole conception of the origin of the Universe apparent in
these speculations is one to which the last word, modern as is its
sound, is much more applicable than is that of Creation. It is
the peculiar interest of Gnosticism that it commemorates the
speculations of those questioning spirits who confronted a world
of eviland misery, and a God descended for its redemption, under
the light both of a fading mythology and a dawning philosophy.
“The worshipper of Mithra and the believer in Evolution both find
their kindred here. ?

A web of thought that thus gathers up into one unity the future
and thé past repays earnest and unprejudiced study. And if we
cannot say of the volume before us that it conveys as fully as we
should desire the results of such study, yet in its wide range of
learning and lucid power of representation it forms, at least, a
valuable introduction to this memorial of a phase of spiritual
life that no one can learn to know without becoming better
qualified to understand the early ages of Christianity, and hence,
we believe, understanding better the meaning of Christianity for
all time.
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¢« MEN OF THE TIME.”*

Mosr readers will remember Oliver Holmes's quaint conceit of
the three Johns—the real John, John's ideal John, and Thomas'’s
ideal John. Only one of the three Johns, he added, could be
taxed ; only one could be weighed on a platform-balance ; but
the other was just as important in the conversation. Now, for
all practical purposes, Dr. Holmes clearly held that the three
Johns could be viewed distinct and apart from each other: a
careful and lengthened study of that printed Pantheon of present-
day greatness, Men of the Time, has convinced us that this is an
error, and that the three may be so cunningly mingled and enter-
twined together as to compel a reference to Mr. Matthew Arnold’s
very apt phrase, and to justify an application of it on a lower,
but perhaps equally appropriate level,—as there is not seldom to
be found here, in very truth, “a magnified and non-natural
man,” with all three John’s compounded and inseparable. Lef;
us take a hasty glance at this distended volume, this squat mon-
strosity of a book, and see if we can find such support for our
suggestion as will satisfy impartial witnesses.

Of course there is a certain class of names which can be
gathered from official lists of one kind or other—Princes,
Bishops, Members of Parliament, and so forth—and for the pur-
poses of such a volume must be collected in a purely mechanical
manner, no choice being allowed. These must be quietly ignored
for the nonce, and the mind concentrated on an order less de-
finitively marked, if we would discover where ¢ Thomas’s ideal
John ” most cunningly commingles and assorts itself with ¢ John’s
real John ” and ¢ John’s ideal John,” to give us the most remark-
able of all these ¢ Men of the Time.” It is fortunate that, as the
book grows by a process of accretion peculiar to itself, the latest
edition—the ninth—which we now have in our hands more readily
yields itself to our scrutiny and criticism than any former one
would have done.

Opening the book and turning over a few pages, we
come, of course, very soon upon the historical name of
Arnold. Putting aside Mr. Matthew Arnold, who is fairly
treated, the reader’s eye catches the names of Arthur and
Edwin, who are about as prominent as Matthew. We learn that
to Edwin Arnold—who spent some time in the East—belongs the
honour of having, on behalf of the proprietors of the Daily Tele-
graph, arranged the first expedition of Mr. George Smith to
Assyria, as well as that of Mr. H. M. Stanley to Africa, to carry
forward the great work of Livingstone ; and we further learn that
for his part in ¢ arranging” Mr. Smith’s expedition he was
thanked by the Trustees of the British Museum. Finding these
expeditions loom so large under the head of < Arnold,” we feel
anxious to know something of Mr. George Smith, and turn to the
proper place. Here we have Dr. Angus Smith, Christopher Webb
Smith, Dr. Henry Boynton Smith, Isaac Smith, Richard Smith,
and other Smiths, but no George Smith is here. Then we try
Stanley, with no better luck. ¢ Very odd,” we say to our-
selves ; ¢ the gentlemen of England, who stay at home at ease,
seem to loom largely in these transactions in this book, and we
quote to ourselves a certain apt line from the Biglow Papers.
« But, perhaps, travellers are not admitted, only ‘ austere toilers’
at home,” we say to ourselves. So we try Rohlfs and Bastian,
associated with African travel, but with no better success, and
then we search for Richthofen with pains that give way at last to
chagrin. But here is Colonel Grant, and there is Arminius
Vambéry, so that travellers must be admitted after all, and we
come to the reluctant conclusion that to shine in the reflected
radiance of Mr. Edwin Arnold’s ““arranging ” tact was held by
the editor to be celebration enough for George Smith and H. M.
Stanley. People's ideas of the relative importance of work do
differ materially ; and Darwin has told us eloquently that one
funetion of the order of climbing-plants is to hide the trees
they have reared themselves upon. After this, we need not
hope that foreign names should be fully and intelligibly repre-
sented. Lepsius is fairly well set forth, but where is the laborious
Treitschke, the light and more graceful Schmidt, or the most=
learned Haeckel and Bergh? Men of the Time knows them not,
nor does it know the Russians Tolstois and Turgenef, or the
facile Frenchman Carpeaux. These things we cease to wonder at,
when we find it so indifferent to what lies near at hand.

But we should be very far wrong to leave it to be inferred that
the virtue of reserve is a matter on which the editor is exercised
so much as he might be. He is often too communicative. *There

* Men of the Time: a y of Ce aries. Ci ing Bi
Notices of Eminent Characters of both Sexes. Ninth Edition. = Revised and

Brought Down to the Present Time, by Thompson Cooper, F.S.A. London: George
Routledge and Sons. 1875. 2



